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would consider the Lynch nomination
through regular order, and that has not
happened. He gave his word that we
would vote on confirmation this week,
but now he is hedging on that. There is
no reason my friend, the majority lead-
er, cannot live up to his numerous
commitments.

Loretta Lynch’s nomination is on the
Executive Calendar, meaning the Sen-
ate can consider her nomination and
then immediately move back to the
trafficking bill. Any attempt to hold
her nomination hostage because of the
abortion provision is a sham.

This Congress is barely 2 months old.
Yet this is just the latest on a growing
list of examples proving Republicans
simply cannot govern.

The American people need a human
trafficking bill, and the American peo-
ple need an Attorney General. Let’s
confirm Loretta Lynch as soon as pos-
sible.

Madam President, what is the busi-
ness of the day?

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will be
in a period of morning business for 1
hour, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The Senator from Texas.

————

HUMAN TRAFFICKING
LEGISLATION

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, to-
morrow morning the Senate will be
casting a very important vote. We will
be voting on a piece of legislation
called the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act, which currently has 12
Democratic cosponsors and virtually
an equal number of Republican cospon-
sors. In other words, this is generally
bipartisan legislation.

As further evidence of its bipartisan
support, this bill passed unanimously
out of the Senate Judiciary Committee
in February, and it enjoys the support
of more than 200 victims’ rights and
law enforcement organizations. But as
everyone in this Chamber knows, Sen-
ate Democrats have said they will fili-
buster this bipartisan legislation that
is designed to provide justice for vic-
tims of trafficking because it contains
a particular provision they have voted
for on a number of occasions and, in-
deed, have chosen to cosponsor. It is
unconscionable and shameful and more
than that it is just simply baffling to
me.

The reason it is so shameful is be-
cause there are children waiting for
our help. The average victim of human
trafficking in the United States is a
young girl between the age of 12 and 14
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years of age. Children are being abused
and literally sexually assaulted while
apparently some of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have decided
to try to make a political point. It is
baffling because my colleagues have
voted for essentially this very same
provision in one form or another time
and time and time again.

Apparently, the Democratic leader,
who is pressuring Members of his cau-
cus to filibuster this bill is—well, he
says we need to take out the language
they object to, but I was standing on
the floor just a few days ago when—I
guess it was Thursday afternoon—the
majority leader, Senator MCCONNELL,
offered them an opportunity to have an
up-or-down vote to strip that language
out of the bill and they objected to it.
So it is getting harder and harder to
believe the sincerity of their protests,
and it is appearing more and more like-
ly that what they want to do is have
the Senate return to the same dysfunc-
tional nature it was under for the last
4 years by the previous majority.

I wish to pose several questions to
our colleagues who insist on filibus-
tering this bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion. The first question I have is: Isn’t
it the case that only 3 months ago 50
Democrats voted for the 2015 Defense
authorization bill? Isn’t that a bill a
piece of authorizing legislation much
like the underlying justice for victims
of trafficking bill? If 50 Democrats
voted for similar language with regard
to the limitations on the use of funding
just a few months ago, how in the
world can they filibuster this bill for
including the same language they
voted for, more or less, just a few short
months ago? In fact, it is true that in
2009 all of the Senate Democrats—in a
partisan vote—voted to include this
similar language as part of ObamaCare.
Groups such as NARAL, the National
Abortion Rights Action League, pro-
tested that the language ‘‘went far be-
yond even the Hyde Amendment.” Yet
60 Democrats, including the then-ma-
jority leader—now minority leader—
voted for that in the wee hours of
Christmas Eve 2009.

Again, I ask our friends who are fili-
bustering this bipartisan piece of legis-
lation designed to help the victims of
human trafficking: Isn’t it true that in
2009, 58 Senate Democrats voted to re-
authorize the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, which like Medicaid is
subject to the Hyde Amendment?

To each of those questions, the
record would demonstrate they should
be answered with a resounding yes.

So time and time again, our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
who now find themselves in the inex-
plicable position of filibustering a bill
they are cosponsoring or which they
have already voted for in the Judiciary
Committee and which contains very
similar restrictions on the use of the
funding—how in the world have they
decided to make the stand, here and
now, denying even the opportunity
they have been given by the majority
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leader to have an up-or-down vote to
strip the language out that they object
to?

Well, despite the hypocrisy of their
position, the question this really boils
down to is this. This is the question,
the only question that really matters:
To our colleagues who are filibustering
this legislation, Are you prepared to
turn your back on the thousands of
people living every day in bondage and
who are desperately clinging to the
hope that someone—someone—will
lend them a helping hand? Are you pre-
pared to abandon these children and
these other victims of human traf-
ficking who deserve a roof over their
head, someone to lean on, and some-
how, some way to get a fresh start in
life?

Do our colleagues who are filibus-
tering this legislation really want to
play politics with such a sensitive and
vulnerable part of our population over
an issue that some advocates have
called a phantom problem? The reason
why some advocates who support this
legislation have called the objection of
the Democratic leader a phantom prob-
lem is because not only have they
voted for similar provisions over and
over and over again, this essentially
has been the settled law of the land for
39 years—since 1976. Just in case our
colleagues think that the examples I
mentioned are exclusive, there are a
number of other provisions—32 Demo-
crats voted for the so-called CR omni-
bus, the continuing resolution omni-
bus, in December. Thirty-two Demo-
crats voted for that which contained
very similar language. And I men-
tioned several others.

I want to conclude with the Wash-
ington Post editorial for today. I do
not always find myself in agreement
with the Washington Post editorial
board, but this morning I think they
encapsulated the Democratic filibuster
of the bipartisan antitrafficking bill
perfectly. In urging the Senate to pass
this legislation, they wrote: ‘‘[T]his
week the question will be whether Sen-
ators can put the interests of scared,
abused children ahead of the chance to
score political points.” I could not
agree more.

So tomorrow morning, an hour after
we convene, we will have a vote that
will decide whether this legislation
goes on to final passage. We need six
brave Democrats—six brave Demo-
crats—to join all the Republicans on
this side to keep hope alive for these
victims of human trafficking. We need
six Democrats who are willing to break
away from the tyranny of their party’s
own leadership here in the Senate and
do what they know is the right thing to
do. They know it in their heart, and
they know it in their mind, and they
know they have supported similar lan-
guage in legislation time and time
again.

We need six Democrats willing to
break away from the mindless, heart-
less filibuster of this legislation. I hope
they will examine their conscience. I
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